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Response to MDIFW-1: 
 
 Table D-4 (Appendix D, page D-39) of the Draft EIS has been revised to incorporate the 
recent sedge wren observations in the project area. 
 
Response to MDIFW-2: 
 
 Tables 4.5-4 (page 4-27 through 4-34) and D-4 (Appendix D, pages D-30 through D-41) 
of the Draft EIS have been modified to include animal species listed as species of special 
concern that may occur in the project area. 
 
Response to MDIFW-3: 
 
 The modifications made to Tables 4.5-4 and D-4 of the Draft EIS, mentioned in the 
response to MDIFW-2, include the addition of the Brook Floater and the Ebony Boghaunter. 
 

 2-73 November 2005 



Comments and Responses Northeast Reliability Interconnect FEIS 

 
 

 2-74 November 2005 



Comments and Responses Northeast Reliability Interconnect FEIS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[This page intentionally blank.] 
 

 2-75 November 2005 



Comments and Responses Northeast Reliability Interconnect FEIS 

 

 
 
USFWS-1 
 

 
 
 
USFWS-2 
 

 
 

USFWS-3 
 

USFWS-4 

 

USFWS-5 

 

 2-76 November 2005 



Comments and Responses Northeast Reliability Interconnect FEIS 

Response to USFWS-1: 
 
 The last sentence of Section S.3.1 (pages S-5 and S-6), as well as the last sentence of 
Section 1.3.1 (page 1-6) of the Draft EIS, has been changed to acknowledge USFWS’s 
concurrence responsibilities under DOE’s responsibilities to consult with the USFWS under 
Section 7 of the ESA. DOE will complete the consultation process before issuing its ROD. 
 
Response to USFWS-2: 
 
 The last bullet on page 2-37 (Section 2.4.1) of the Draft EIS has been modified to state 
that the applicant would conduct aerial surveys for bald eagle nests after leaf fall, but before 
ROW clearing, in 2005 and again in the spring of 2006 and 2007. 
 
Response to USFWS-3: 
 
 As discussed in the response to EPA-6, BHE’s first priority of ROW management is to 
protect the conductors to ensure the reliability of electric power transmission. Thus, BHE 
believes that it is necessary to remove or top all capable species of trees (i.e., only those trees 
capable of growing to a height within 15 ft [4.6 m] of a conductor within the next 3- to 4-year 
maintenance cycle) that are 8 to 10 ft (2.4 to 3.0 m) or taller for reliability requirements. The 
applicant would alter this maintenance procedure at streams and rivers known to contain or 
potentially contain Atlantic salmon habitat by siting support structure locations as close to the 
edge of the salmon stream buffers as possible to create a conductor height that would allow for 
higher vegetation requiring minimal trimming. The closer the support structure is to the stream, 
the higher the conductor would be over the streams and therefore the taller the vegetation could 
be. This would result in taller buffers that provide maximum shading (and cooling) of the salmon 
habitat streams. In one instance (a tributary to Fletcher Brook), it would not be possible to locate 
the support structure near the edge of the salmon stream buffer, so the applicant would use a 
taller structure.  
 

As described in Section 3.5.4.1 (page 3-24) of the Draft EIS, only nine streams or rivers 
that would be crossed by the NRI have been identified by the USFWS and BHE as containing 
salmon habitat or potential salmon habitat: Narraguagus River, two tributaries to Fifth Machias 
Lake, a tributary to Fletcher Brook, Machias River, a tributary to Dead Stream, Lanpher Brook, 
Huntley Brook, and Joe Brook. As described in Section 2.4.2 (page 2-41) of the Draft EIS, only 
trees capable of growing within 15 ft (4.6 m) from the conductors within the next 3- to 4-year 
maintenance cycle would be topped or removed within these stream buffers. 
 
 In addition, BHE would apply similar vegetation maintenance restrictions described 
above at all perennial streams located in the Narraguagus, Machias, and East Machias River 
watersheds. Accordingly, within these waterbody buffers, only those trees capable of growing to 
a height within 15 ft (4.6 m) of the conductors within 3 to 4 years would be topped or removed 
(in addition to any dead or danger trees). The applicant believes that the potential for additional 
height along these streams should minimize potential warming that might otherwise result from  
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maintaining adjacent vegetation at 8 to 10 ft (2.4 to 3.0 m) tall. Atlantic salmon DPS streams 
located in the Penobscot River watershed (Cove Brook watershed) would receive the standard 
maintenance procedure (i.e., top all capable species of trees 8 to 10 ft [2.4 to 3.0 m] or taller) as 
the location of the NRI crossings of these streams are already “open” habitat (e.g., either fields or 
emergent or scrub-shrub wetlands). 
 
 Routine vegetation maintenance of the ROW for the NRI would require compliance with 
New England Power Pool Vegetation Maintenance Standards to maintain the integrity and 
functionality of the transmission line, to maintain access in case of emergency repairs, and to 
facilitate safety inspections. Thus, BHE would reserve the right to top or remove vegetation that 
could potentially affect the reliability of the transmission line between the 3- to 4-year 
maintenance cycle and, in some cases, may remove vegetation that may not have the potential to 
encroach within 15 ft (4.6 m) of the conductors before the next maintenance cycle. 
 
 The applicant believes that trying to maintain this taller vegetation height at all stream 
crossings would be unduly complicated and increase line reliability risks. Nevertheless, BHE 
would establish buffers at all stream crossings, although the vegetation would not be as tall as 
that at the nine salmon streams previously discussed. DOE believes that the ROW management 
approach developed by the applicant considers Atlantic salmon impacts to the extent practicable. 
 
Response to USFWS-4: 
 
 No refueling or maintenance of equipment would be performed in any of the streams or 
stream buffers located in Atlantic salmon Gulf of Maine DPS watersheds. A text change has 
been made to the first complete mitigation measure on page 2-42 (Section 2.4.2) of the Draft EIS 
to stress this point. 
 
Response to USFWS-5: 
 
 The applicant’s vegetation management plan would include a listing of all sensitive areas, 
including those that are Atlantic salmon Gulf of Maine DPS stream crossings along the ROW. 
As discussed in the response to USFWS-3, appropriate stream buffers would be established at all 
stream crossings that would minimize potential impacts on Atlantic salmon to the extent 
practicable. 
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Response to USFWS-6: 
 
 The last paragraph of Section 3.5.2 (page 3-21) of the Draft EIS has been modified to 
incorporate the information provided by the USFWS in its comment. 
 
Response to USFWS-7: 
 
 The second sentence of Section 3.5.4.1 (page 3-23) of the Draft EIS has been modified, 
as suggested. 
 
Response to USFWS-8: 
 
 As stated in the response to USFWS-3, the Atlantic salmon DPS streams located in the 
Penobscot River watershed (Cove Brook watershed) would receive the standard maintenance 
procedure (i.e., top all capable species of trees 8 to 10 ft [2.4 to 3.0 m] or taller), since the 
locations of the NRI crossings of these streams are already “open” habitat (e.g., either fields or 
emergent or scrub-shrub wetlands). Also, the geographic range of the Atlantic salmon Gulf of 
Maine DPS, as described in the comment letter, has been added to Section 3.5.4.1 (page 3-23) of 
the Draft EIS. 
 
Response to USFWS-9: 
 
 Section F.5.1 of the Draft EIS has been modified to include a discussion of the surveys 
that would be conducted for bald eagle nests after leaf fall, but before construction, in 2005, and 
again in the spring of 2006 and 2007.  Information has also been added to Section F.5.1 of the 
Draft EIS to clarify that DOE would reinitiate consultation with the USFWS if any new nests are 
identified after any of the surveys. Similar discussion has been added to Sections 2.4.1 
(page 2-37) and 4.5.2.1.8 (page 4-35) of the Draft EIS. 
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Response to USFWS-10: 
 
 Section F.5.1 of the Draft EIS has been modified to indicate that only marker balls rather 
than marker balls and/or flappers would be used at select areas to minimize the potential for bald 
eagles to collide with the transmission line. Similar changes have been made to Sections S.5.5 
(page S-35), 2.4.4 (page 2-43), 2.5.5 (page 2-50), 4.5.2.1.4 (page 4-22), and 5.5 (page 5-2) of the 
Draft EIS. 
 
Response to USFWS-11: 
 
 See the response to USFWS-9. 
 
Response to USFWS-12: 
 
 The draft recovery plan for the Atlantic salmon has not been finalized as of this writing. 
 
Response to USFWS-13: 
 
 Section F.5.2 of the Draft EIS has been modified to incorporate the information provided 
in the comment. A similar modification has been made to Section 3.5.4.1 (page 3-23) of the 
Draft EIS. 
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Response to USFWS-14: 
 
 Section F.5.2 of the Draft EIS has been modified to incorporate the information provided 
in the comment. 
 
Response to USFWS-15: 
 
 Section F.5.2 of the Draft EIS has been modified to incorporate the information provided 
in the comment. A similar modification has been made to Section 3.5.4.1 (page 3-24) of the 
Draft EIS. 
 
Response to USFWS-16: 
 
 A table that includes the list of the 37 crossings of Atlantic salmon Gulf of Maine DPS 
streams has been added to Section F.5.2 of the Draft EIS. 
 
Response to USFWS-17: 
 
 A discussion of how the proposed project would affect the Atlantic salmon has been 
added to Section F.5.2 of the Draft EIS. This discussion was taken from the Essential Fish 
Habitat Assessment (Appendix G) of the Draft EIS, as suggested in the comment. 
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Response to USFWS-18: 
 
 A footnote has been added to Section F.5.2 of the Draft EIS to explain that the support 
structures at the Narraguagus and Machias Rivers would be located farther away from the rivers 
in order to minimize visual impacts at these Outstanding River Segments. The footnote goes on 
to state that as the existing vegetation does not completely shade the rivers, no thermal warming 
of the rivers would be expected due to having the support structures located farther away from 
these rivers. 
 
Response to USFWS-19: 
 
 To the extent practicable, BHE would conduct clearing and construction activities at the 
DPS watershed crossings during winter. It is important to stress that no instream disturbances 
would be associated with NRI clearing and construction and that buffers would be maintained at 
all stream crossings. Therefore, when combined with the applicant’s sedimentation and erosion 
control practices (as summarized in Section 2.4 of the Draft EIS), no adverse impacts on Atlantic 
salmon or their habitat would be expected. 
 
Response to USFWS-20: 
 
 Essentially no damage has occurred from all-terrain vehicle (ATV) use in eastern Maine 
associated with the M&N gas pipeline (McLachlan 2005). The applicant does not currently have 
any specific mitigation measures in place to control ATV use. Maintaining woody species, to the 
extent and height practicable, at NRI stream crossings would minimize the tendency for ATVs to 
cross streams and rivers at the NRI ROW, particularly where co-located with the M&N gas 
pipeline and/or Stud Mill Road. 
 
Response to USFWS-21: 
 
 See the response to USFWS-9. 
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